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Summary of February 22, 1999 Faculty Senate Meeting
CALL TO ORDER
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.
Call for Press Identification
2.
Comments from Chair McDevitt
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING
715
Request for Emeritus Status, Hugo L. Beykirch, Department of Communicative
Disorders, A. John Holstad, Department of Music. Jurgenson moved (Nelson
seconded) to docket in regular order. Motion carried. Docketed as item 633. .
OLD BUSINESS
Library consultation and dates (Curriculum Committee)
McDevitt stated that this is an issue that needs to be resolved and can be resolved off the
agenda and that a resolution is not needed. McDevitt will commit to discussing the issue of
the dates with Susan Koch and Kate Martin and present something to the Faculty Senate in
the future.
Discussion of role of representatives to Reconciliation Committee/Policy on NonDiscrimination
The main motion as amended carried and is stated as follows: The members of the Faculty
Senate who were elected to the Reconciliation Committee remain as elected and participate
in what is requested of that committee even though it is different than what originally
elected to do. The Senate understands that the Reconciliation Committee is only an
advisory body to the President and that this body is not a governance body and does not
make policy decisions.
Meeting was adjourned at 4:55 p.m.
Minutes of the University Faculty Senate Meeting
February 22, 1999
1542
PRESENT:

Michael Blackwell, Bud Bowlin, David Christensen, Carol Cooper, Kenneth De
Nault, Hans Isakson, Jim Jurgenson, Suzanne McDevitt, Lauren Nelson, Chris
Ogbondah, Dean Primrose, Tom Romanin, Ira Simet, Aaron Spurr (for Lyn
Countryman), Laura Terlip, Katherine van Wormer, Shahram Varzavand, Barbara
Weeg.

ABSENT:

Kenneth Basom, Richard Utz.

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair McDevitt called the Senate to order at 3:17 p.m.
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1.
Romanin moved (van Wormer seconded) that the minutes of February 8, 1999 be
approved.
Corrections were made.
Minutes ofFebruary 8, 1999 were approved as corrected.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.
2.

Call for Press Identification: None present.
Comments from Chair McDevitt:

Chair McDevitt announced that Interim Provost Podolefsky is not present.
Chair McDevitt addressed the issue about questions that have been raised concerning the
difference between the Faculty Chair and the Faculty Senate Chair. The Faculty Governance
Committee is reviewing the current leadership structure. Chair McDevitt stated that we do have
a representative form of government, which means we elect representatives to do certain tasks as
outlined in the bylaws of the constitution. Chair McDevitt stated that until the report is received
from the Faculty Governance Committee, she hoped that the Senate representatives would leave
the working out of the various tasks to the respective chairs.
Chair McDevitt commented that February is Black History Month and hoped that we could note
the continued oppression of other groups and the need for inclusive statements, in the spirit of the
trials that are currently going on, in particular that of the horrific murder in Texas of James Byrd,
Jr. In observance of Black History Month, Chair McDevitt was privileged to hear a talk by
Clarence Page, who stated that the rationale for locating Black History Month in February was to
locate it as closely as possible to the birthday of President Lincoln. Chair McDevitt then quoted
Lincoln regarding democracy: "As I would not be a slave, so I would not be a master."
McDevitt stressed that the university has been a democratic institution since the Middle Ages, at
which time it was run by the faculty. As tasks increased, administrators were hired but they are
still drawn from the faculty and remain faculty persons. In that light, we should have some
affinity and civility in the debates that go on between the sectors. Chair McDevitt believes it is
important for questions and debate to have the tone of active inquiry rather than antagonism so
the flow of information does not diminish.
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING

715

Request for Emeritus Status, Hugo L. Beykirch, Department of Communicative
Disorders, A. John Holstad, Department of Music. Jurgenson moved (Nelson seconded)
to docket in regular order. Motion carried. Docketed as item 633.
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OLD BUSINESS
Library consultation and dates (Curriculum Committee).
Susan Koch, Acting Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs; Kate Martin, Library Liaison
to the Curriculum Committee; and Philip Patton, Registrar addressed questions posed by De
Nault concerning the new library consultation form and dates items are due.
McDevitt prefaced the discussion by sharing pertinent information from the Faculty Senate
minutes of 11-12-90, which addressed curriculum changes. McDevitt quoted David Crownfield
who remarked, "The guiding principle is not to be concerned with details but what is of concern
. to the faculty. Technical conformity of curriculum proposals to forms, standard styles, catalog,
copy standards, and the like is not part of the faculty curriculum approval process and it is the
responsibility of the department head." Based on that statement, McDevitt believes that the
Faculty Senate role is to pass on policy, not procedure.
Susan Koch stated that the library consultation form is an extension of one of the forms in the
curriculum handbook and was developed because of concern expressed by the curriculum
committee to make sure that the library was involved in the curriculum process from the
beginning.
Kate Martin stated that the existing process, as members of the curriculum committee understood
last year, is that the library should be consulted as should other departments concerning new
courses or substantial changes in existing courses and programs of study. Departments would fill
out proposals which would have an impact on library resources and services. When it came to
the attention of the curriculum committee, it was late in the curriculum process so if the library
had concerns about providing appropriate support for the course or program in study, it was at
the point where the package had come from the department through the college and to the
curriculum committee. Martin stated that they were seeking to build on the existing consultation
process to ensure that the library had information early in the developmental phase of the
curriculum process. Martin also noted that the purpose of this new form was to be more
consultative, to acquire information early in the process, and to advise departments of any
concerns the library might have (i.e. fiscal, services, resources).
Susan Koch stated that the Curriculum Committee held a meeting in each college in October
inviting anyone interested in making substantial curriculum changes to attend and have a
conversation about the process. The college representative for each college committee attended
each meeting, and at that time the issue of the importance of library consultation was on the
agenda. The curriculum committee never voted on approval of the form because no one
expressed a need to do so. The new form is not a change in procedure; instead, it is an effort to
make it easier for faculty members to get what they need from the library. Koch was unaware of
the fact that the Faculty Senate would want to vote on the form.
McDevitt reported that, after perusing records as far back as 1990, she has not found any
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documentation that the Faculty Senate has ever voted on the forms. Rather, the Faculty Senate
has only voted on the policy.
Cooper stated that the forms are just a working document and she did not believe that the Faculty
Senate would need to vote on them.
Koch stated that the Faculty Senate has charged the Curriculum Committee with facilitating the
curriculum process. She sees her job as helping to enable that and then to convey the results of
the process to the Board of Regents in the format they require.
Koch addressed the second issue posed by De Nault, which was that due dates for items in the
process were changed without approval of the Curriculum Committee or the Senate. Koch stated
that there are no dates on the form and asked for clarification about De Nault's concerns.
De Nault stated that the Curriculum Review Process Handbook on page 7 states that review of
college curricular proposals will occur in the fall of 1997, again in 1999, and 2001. The Faculty
Senate and Board of Regents will review those actions in the Fall of 1998 (which the Senate has
done) and again in 2000. The communication sent out to departments August 19, 1998 from the
office of the Chair of the Curriculum Committee states that the Curriculum Committee will
consider the proposal in September/October 1999 and that in November/December 1999 the
Faculty Senate will consider the proposal. De Nault stated that this later time frame is too tight.
Koch stated that the Faculty Senate considerations are scheduled for November/December 1999
because the Board of Regents wants the curriculum packet conveyed to them in January/February
2000. The ultimate goal is to have the next catalog published by July 1 of the next summer.
Koch indicated that she was not aware of the discrepancy in the dates from the Curriculum
Review Process Handbook (page 7) and the August 19, 1998 memo that was sent out. Koch
does not view the Curriculum Review Process Handbook (page 7) as a matter of policy but rather
as a tool to help accomplish tasks in a timely manner. Koch felt that flexibility is important in
order to accomplish the end result.
Isakson stated that they tried to accelerate the process during the last curriculum cycle but it was
very difficult because consultations that were required did not take place. This was not
discovered until packets got to the Curriculum Committee and review takes place at that level.
That is what slowed down the process.
Koch commented that the reason for the meetings in the colleges this fall were to make people
aware of what consultations needed to be done.
De Nault stated that he understood the timing was to get the catalog printed so it is distributed in
the Fall.
Koch remarked that the Curriculum Committee tries to get the curriculum packet to the Board of
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Regents about February to ensure that it gets moved forward in a timely manner and can be on
the March or April docket .
Isakson stressed the importance of a calendar with deadlines for the curriculum process. He also
stated his concern that everyone involved in the process be aware and observant of these
deadlines.
Koch said that the memo went to the curriculum chairs of each college. Koch depends on
curriculum chairs to share the information with everyone involved.
Kate Martin noted that there is no difference between the memo and the handbook in terms of
deadlines for the departments or the colleges. Both the handbook and the memo state that in the
fall of 1998 the departments will develop their curriculum proposals and in the spring of 1999
the colleges will review departmental approved proposals. The change in dates is after the
packet comes to Academic Affairs in the summer of 1999. There might be some impact on
departments at that time because they were asked to come to the UCC meeting earlier than
anticipated but the initial work was done on the same timetable.
De Nault asked if, according to the timetable, the Curriculum Committee in the Faculty Senate is
expected to complete the curriculum process during the fall semester, which does affect the
Faculty Senate?
McDevitt stated that this is an issue that needs to be resolved and can be resolved off the agenda
and that a resolution is not needed. McDevitt will commit to discussing the issue of the dates
with Susan Koch and Kate Martin and present something to the Faculty Senate in the future.
Isakson asked if the Curriculum Committee is currently revising the handbook.
Koch stated that it has been put on hold so changes in graduate curriculum can be integrated into
the revised handbook.
Isakson suggested that the issues of the calendar and timing could be integrated with that packet
brought before the Faculty Senate for the Senate's endorsement.
Discussion of role ofthe representatives to Reconciliation Committee/Policy on NonDiscrimination
Winston Burt, Director of Compliance and Equity Management and Timothy McKenna,
Operations Auditor joined the discussion as technical experts.
Kenneth J. De Nault, James E. Jurgenson, Lauren K. Nelson, and Barbara E. Weeg,
representatives to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee posed three questions.
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1.

Does the Senate wish the now renamed Reconciliation Committee to examine the
University of Northern Iowa Policy on Non-Discrimination?

2.

Does the Senate wish to consider this policy itself and give guidance to its representatives
on this issue?

3.

Does the Senate wish to reconsider its selection of representatives to the now renamed
"Reconciliation Committee" in light of the fact that the charge of the Committee has been
enlarged and expanded?

Nelson stated that she envisioned that the role as representative to the Strategic Plan
Reconciliation Committee could be enlarged but could not speak for other representatives. The
Faculty Senate in naming the four representatives to the committee had acted to name people
who would be acting on the Strategic Plan. Before the four representatives' membership on that
committee is finalized, the representatives wanted the Faculty Senate to be aware that the charge
of the committee has changed and their proposed role is now different. They also wanted the
Faculty Senate to determine whether they wanted the committee representatives to take on the
expanded role proposed.
De Nault stated that the specific issue brought to the renamed committee by President Koob is
that the Committee also may respond to other policy issues that concern cross-campus
constituencies. President Koob asked the members of the Reconciliation Committee ifthey
wished to address the Policy on Non-Discrimination. De Nault stated that as members of the
Senate, the four representatives to the Reconciliation Committee felt that the Faculty Senate
should guide the representatives in their decision whether the committee should consider the
non-discrimination policy. They need to report back to the chair of that committee by February
25, 1999. Since this is a policy issue, De Nault stated that the second question is whether the
Senate wishes to provide guidance to its representatives. De Nault did not think that a policy
needed to be made today.
Jurgenson stated that the four representatives were put on this committee to do something
different than what they are being asked to do and they would like the Faculty Senate's opinion
about this situation.
Weeg stated that the Faculty Senate elected her to the Strategic Plan Reconciliation Committee.
It was not until attending the meeting that the name of the committee was changed and the
responsibilities were changed. Weeg wondered whether this is something the Faculty Senate
wants the representatives to do and, if so, are these the four representatives the Faculty Senate
would like representing them? Weeg also noted that the representatives from Student
Government shared the same concerns. The Senators and Student Government representatives
were elected to this committee whereas others were appointed to this committee.
McDevitt commented that Koob informed her that the function that is now in the Reconciliation
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Committee would eventually be transferred to new shared governance group that is in the process
of being organized. The Faculty Chair is now constructing a process and will comment on it in
March. Koob indicated that he tried to convey to the committee that this was an interim
arrangement.
Nelson stated that Koob did tell the committee that in lieu of an existing body, it seemed like the
best committee to address issues such as the policy on non-discrimination. The four
representatives want the Senators' views ofthe role the committee should have and if it's going
to have a different role, the Faculty Senate should have the option to elect new representatives.
President Koob stated he had no problem with new representatives being named.
Romanin shared that a number of policies are being reviewed and forwarded to the Cabinet
including policies on affirmative action and grievance proceedings. The Cabinet discussed
whether it was time to involve the campus community in a discussion of affirmative action since
it has been some time since that occurred. The Cabinet also discussed whether to constitute a
committee for that task or approach the Reconciliation Committee since it is the only body
consisting of representation from all employee groups. Romanin also stated that he appreciated
the representatives appointed reporting back to the Faculty Senate concerning the difference in
the charge and also stated that the Faculty Senate would have to respect a request to be replaced
if any of the representatives felt a time constraint because of the additional duties.
McDevitt stated that the task is not to negotiate the Faculty Senate's input to the policy nor to
decide what the appropriate group is because the President has charged a certain group with this
task.
De Nault said that one ofthe issues is that of non-discrimination and the committee that will
address this. If this is an advisory committee, the President can set it up any way he wishes;
however if this is a policy or governance committee, there are other obligations pertaining to the
role of faculty serving on such a committee. The Senate can then choose whether or not to
participate.
Nelson stated that the President gave the committee the choice of accepting the task or not.
Jurgenson moved (Blackwell seconded) that the members of the Faculty Senate who were elected
to the Reconciliation Committee remain as elected and participate in what is requested of that
committee even though it is different than what originally elected to do.
Nelson stated that the President indicated that members ofthe committee were free to send an
alternate.
Isakson indicated that in the past the Senate has usually formed an ad hoc committee to do the
fact-finding when asked to take a position on policy and bring a recommendation back to the
Senate for deliberation and consideration. When the Reconciliation Strategic Planning
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Committee was organized, the Senate created its own Strategic Planning Committee with
representatives from all the colleges and the Faculty Senate to do fact-finding for the Faculty
Senate which we could then pass on to the representatives of the Faculty Strategic Planning
Committee. Now that the committee is renamed and the charge expanded, the Senate needs to
keep in mind that the Senate is not the fact-finding body. Does the Senate wish to ask this new
Reconciliation Committee to play that function? If it does it would be reporting to the Faculty
Senate and Isakson is not sure that is what the President has envisioned. Otherwise, Isakson
suggested that the Faculty Senate could ask the representatives to this committee to report back
to the Senate with respect to the fact-finding process that takes place with recommendations for
consideration by the Faculty Senate. Ultimately it is the Faculty Senate that represents the
faculty on this campus and that has input in the formulation process.
McDevitt stated that the question before us is the following: Should the Faculty Senate, through
the representatives already elected, participate in this process? How the Faculty Senate will
participate is a separate issue. From what has already been said, this is an advisory committee,
not a governance committee. McDevitt invited discussion on the main motion as to whether the
Faculty Senate, through the representatives already elected, should participate in the process.
De Nault felt it was important to go on record as to how the Senate will use that committee in
order to make that motion.
De Nault moved (Romanin seconded) to amend the original motion by adding the following
sentence: The Senate understands that the Reconciliation Committee is only an advisory body to
the President and that this body is not a governance body and does not make policy decisions.
Bowlin echoed De Nault's concerns and indicated that giving representatives permission to
participate lends them authority because they have been elected by the Senate to represent the
Senate on this committee. Bowlin felt that this implies that the representatives have the authority
to act for the Senate as do the Senators representing the Student Senate. Bowlin expressed
concern that the Senate clarify to the President that the representatives are not acting for the
faculty on this because the Faculty Senate has not approved. This is different from being asked
as an individual to serve on a committee. Bowlin expressed concern that if the representatives
are representing the Senate, he would not want to participate without guidance.
McDevitt replied that the first motion did not indicate that Senate representatives to the
committee would not get guidance.
The motion to amend carried and is stated as follows: The Senate understands that the
Reconciliation Committee is only an advisory body to the President and that this body is not a
governance body and does not make policy decisions.
The main motion as amended carried and is stated as follows: The members of the Faculty
Senate who were elected to the Reconciliation Committee remain as elected and participate in
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what is requested of that committee even though it is different than what originally elected to do.
The Senate understands that the Reconciliation Committee is only an advisory body to the
President and that this body is not a governance body and does not make policy decisions.
McDevitt stated that the next question to consider is: How does the Senate provide guidance to
the representatives?
Van Wormer moved that the Senate develop a mechanism to provide guidance for the Senate
representatives to the Reconciliation Committee.
McDevitt clarified that the representatives appointed to the Reconciliation Committee would act
as an ad hoc committee and report back to the Faculty Senate as information becomes available.
Weeg reported that the President did say that if it is decided to change the policy on nondiscrimination, there would be procedures associated with that policy and additional policies that
might need to be looked at to see whether they were consistent.
Burt offered background on the non-discrimination policy. It was written in 1989 and was not
written in terms of a non-discrimination policy. A former administration brought it to the
Cabinet and it was approved. The policy that Burt perceives coming out of this committee would
be three or four lines in length. Burt states we should recognize the Federal statutes that exist,
such as Executive Order 11246 and Title 7 ofthe 1964 Civil Rights Act and a Veteran's
Readjustment Act. Burt proposed that we need to craft a simple policy statement on nondiscrimination which indicates that we respect and abide by federal and state law.
Burt subsequently noted that the mechanism for policy-making regarding non-discrimination was
the Cabinet and probably would remain the Cabinet. He also stressed that the statement of the
Policy on Non-Discrimination is not new; it was simply reaffirmed by the Cabinet on September
14, 1999.
Romanin stated that the Reconciliation Committee seemed to offer the best vehicle available for
having a broader base of representation in a campus conversation about non-discrimination.
Ogbondah commented that the Senate commends President Koob for putting together a
Reconciliation Committee that represents various units on campus.
De Nault then asked Winston Burt ifUNI has an Affirmative Action policy. Burt replied that
UNI has such a policy but it is separate from the Policy on Non-Discrimination,.
Isakson asked Burt if he had any recommendations for change in the Policy on NonDiscrimination. Burt (again) recommended the development of a very succinct statement which
states that UNI abides by Executive Order 11246 backed up by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and,
thus, does not discriminate on the basis of race, national origin, age, creed, religion, etc.
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De Nault asked Tim McKenna if he would offer any legal advice regarding the policy. McKenna
raised the importance of the issue of sexual orientation. He indicated that we clearly need to note
that we do not discriminate on the basis of sexual orientation.
McDevitt remarked that these are weighty matters and the Senate will have to grapple with them
through and with its representatives on the Reconciliation Committee.
Isakson encouraged the Reconciliation Committee to open the debate on non-discrimination as
broadly as possible to afford other segments of the university to have their input.
McDevitt commended the President for trying to pick a committee that had elected
representation from as many sectors as possible. She believes that this shows a commitment to a
process which includes elected representatives of different sectors.
Romanin moved (De Nault seconded) to adjourn.
Motion carried.
Meeting was adjourned at 4:55p.m.

Prepared by Debra Laneville and Kent Sandstrom
Kent Sandstrom
Senate Secretary

